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position which holds him out as having a certain authority,
people who act on that holding out are not affected by a
secret limitation of which they are ignorant, of the
apparent authority."
It would seem therefore that the decision here was
based on ostensible authority, on a holding out by the
plaintiffs that the hirer had authority. It is not easy to
discover in what this holding out consisted. It appears
that the defendant knew that the taxis were held by the
hirer on hire-purchase terms, but did not know the form
of the agreements.
If the defendant were so informed by the plaintiffs, the
holding out would be obvious, but apart from that
possibility, it is difficult to discover in what it consisted.
The decision appears to go so far as to say that anyone
who intrusts a chattel to a person to be used, impliedly
grants authority to that person to create a lien for repair
in favour of a third. There seems to be no principle on
which it can be confined only to hire-purchase agreements,
as it is to be observed that it is not suggested that the
lien arises in such cases from any particular custom, and
the decision is difficult to reconcile with Cassils <§• Co. v.
Holden Wood Bleaching Co. (s), Pennington v. Reliance
Motor Works, Limited (i] and the earlier cases. It would
appear to go sufficiently far to include in its ambit the
case of a man lending his car to a friend to go for a specific
journey, on which the car breaks down and is left by the
friend with a garage proprietor for repairs. It can hardly
be suggested that such a lending would, to a reasonable
man, suggest any authority to get the car repaired
without getting into communication with the owner, and
yet, so far as the repairer was concerned, he would have
no means of differentiating the case from one where the
car was on hire-purchase.
(s) (1914), 84 LJ. K.B. 834 ;   32 Digest 240, 245.
(t) [1923] 1 K.B. 127;  32 Digest 248, 324.

